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ABSTRACT
The objectives of this study were: to determine the computer
anxiety levels of Cooperative Extension Service agents; to describe 
agents' concerning computer use, skill levels, availability and use of 
office computers, formal computer training, and administrative support; 
and to determine the variance in computer anxiety explained by selected 
var iab1e s .
A mailed questionnaire to 544 randomly selected Southern Region 
agents was used with a 97.8X response rate. Computer anxiety levels were 
measured using Oetting's (1983) Computer Anxiety Scale (COMPAS). 
Descriptive statistics and correlation coefficients were calculated. 
Stepwise multiple regression at the .05 level was used to develop a 
model which explained agents' computer anxiety score.
Findings indicated that 551 of the agents were experiencing general 
computer anxiety with 75J reporting anxiety on the computer science 
subscale. Two-thirds of the agents use a computer; one-half classified 
themselves as beginners or novices; and 851 have access to an office 
computer. One-third of these computers are located in a central office 
and shared with one to four other people from 9 to 16 hours weekly with
agents using them 1 3/4 hours weekly. Only 8Z of the agents have
computers in personal cftices which they use 6 1/2 hours weekly.
Agents perceived administrators to be supportive of computer use.
Two-thirds of the respondents had some formal computer training with
one-half having completed less than nine hours of instruction. Ninety 
percent had completed in-service training.
Moderate correlation existed be tween computer anxiety and skill 
level. Low correlation was found between computer anxiety and hours use 
weekly. In the regression model, skill level, typing skills, 
mathematical ability and hours use weekly explained 371 of the variance 
in computer anxiety.
The agents' computer anxiety was higher than the level reported in 
studies with samples of other populations. Recommendations were that 
additional computer training and incentives be implemented to encourage 
agents' computer use. Computers should be put in personal offices; 
relief time made available for skill improvement; and computer literate 




Computer anxiety has been defined by Johassen (1985) as the state 
that results when people fear using microcomputers (hereafter referred
to as computers) or are faced with the prospect of using computers.
Computer anxiety levels of Cooperative Extension Service (also referred 
to as Extension) professionals are an important consideration in the
process of incorporating computers into their daily routine* Further 
adoption of computer technology into Extension must be handled carefully 
if anticipated computer anxiety is to be reduced.
The advent of computers into most, if not all, aspects of Extension 
seems to have created mixed reactions. Several studies dealing with 
extension personnel suggest that computers are being used on an
increasing scale (Baker, 1985; Bowen, 1984; Cantrell, 1982; Elliott,
1985; Ghods, 1979; Mitchell, 1985; Richardson, 1984; Worden, 1985).
Computer anxiety of extension agents was a concern in at least two of
these studies (Cantrell, 1982; Baker, 1985).
The literature also shows that computer anxiety in varying degrees, 
rather than the anticipated math anxiety, is being experienced. Just as 
the learning of mathematics has been affected by math anxiety, it is 
very likely that computer anxiety affects both choosing to learn about 
computers and the mastery of computer skills (Betz, 1978; Fennema & 
Sherman, 1976). Cantrell (1982) was one researcher who termed the fear
and anxiety associated with use of a computer as "computerphobia."
1
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Oetting (1983) has shown that levels of computer anxiety can be 
assessed by using a computer anxiety scale, COMPAS. These studies showed 
there is a relationship between computer anxiety and math anxiety.
Worden (1984) surveyed extension professionals involved in home 
economics programs using the long form of COMPAS. Data were collected 
from the four Extension regions in the United States and the District of 
Columbia. The results showed that 361 of the participants were generally 
comfortable with computers. Worden said, "Because this is a survey of 
attitudes, there are no right or wrong answers" (Worden, 1984, p. 2). 
Worden used COMPAS in an effort to assess attitudes even though Oetting 
(1983) had developed the instrument for measuring computer anxiety.
Apparently unaware of Oetting's (1983) study, Baker (1985) claimed 
there had been little success in truly identifying computer anxiety. In 
an effort to measure both the attitudes and anxiety levels of the Maine 
Cooperative Extension personnel before receiving computer training,
Baker developed the Index of Computer Attitude (ICA). This instrument 
measured computer attitudes rather than computer anxi ety.
From a questionnaire administered at the College of Charleston in 
South Carolina, Toris (1984) found that students had slightly higher
computer anxiety than faculty and professional staff. Three issues were 
cited that needed particular attention by researchers: (1) defining the
word "computer"; (2) clarifying the relationship between the different 
kinds of anxiety and resulting behavior toward computers; and (3)
understanding that computerphobia may be functional, meaning that when 
people want to widen their circle of friends, they just buy more
hardware!
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In summary, the study of computer anxiety is a new area of
research. Computer anxiety among professional educators has been
investigated in only a few studies. In addition, no comprehensive
studies of computer anxiety among extension agents have been conducted.
Statement of the Problem 
Since the early 1980's, the number of computers in county/parish 
Extension offices within the Southern Region has increased dramatically. 
In the 198 5 and 1986 surveys (Travieso, Dik, Russo, & Curtin, 1987) 
conducted by the United States Department of Agriculture, Extension
showed growth and progress in technology adoption. According to 
Travieso, Dik, Russo, and Curtin (1987), these results were surprising
because 1986 was a year of budget and personnel cuts.
During 1985 the percentages of counties/parishes with computers 
ranged from none in Tennessee to 100 percent in four states. Growth was 
evidenced in 1986 when Tennessee increased its number to 20 percent and 
six states had 100 percent or at least one computer in every 
county/parish Extension office (Ezell, 1986). Table 1 gives the states 
and respective percentages for these two years.
As a result of these recent dramatic increases in the number of
computers and extension personnel being expected to use them, it is
possible that computer anxiety is being experienced by many in 
Extension. This state, computer anxiety, may result in the agents 
choosing not to learn about or use computers and may affect their 
mastery level of computer skills (Campbell, 1986).
4
Table 1
Percent of County/Parish Extension Offices With Computers
X of counties/parishea with computers
STATE 198 5 1986
Alabama 10 100
Arkansas 100 100
F 1or ida 93 96
Georgia 62 75
Kentucky 25 30
Lou is iana 9 84
Miss j.ss ipp i 55 100
North Carolina 100 100
Oklahoma 40 50
South Carolina 100 100
Te nne s a ee 0 20
Texas 20 35
Virginia 100 100
Note. From "Computer Topics" by M. 
p. 2.
P. Ezell, November/December 1986,
No study addressing computer anxiety of extension agents had been
conducted on a regional or national scale. Only one limited study with
home economics professionals focused on attitudes. A study of computer
5
anxiety was needed to provide knowledge about the agents' readiness to 
use computers. In addition, with more extension personnel being afforded 
the opportunity to develop their computer skills, it was important to 
determine if agents were experiencing computer anxiety so that, if 
needed, appropriate educational interventions could be implemented. For 
these reasons, it was imperative to determine extension professionals' 
level of computer anxiety.
Purpose
The purpose of this study was to measure computer anxiety of 
Extension county/parish agents within the Southern Region of the United 
States Cooperative Extension System.
Ob jec t i ves
The objectives of this study were to:
1. Determine the computer anxiety levels of extension agents as 
measured by Getting's Computer Anxiety Scale (COMPAS).
2. Describe extension agents concerning: (a) their level of 
computer use and their current computer skill levels; (b) the 
availability and use of an office computer; (c) the amount and type of 
formal computer training completed; and (d) their perceptions of 
administrative support for computer use.
3. Determine the amount of variance in the extension agents' 
computer anxiety levels that could be explained by selected variables. 
The variables included in this analysis were: level of education, years
of employment with Cooperative Extension Service, age, sex, perceived 
typing skills, computer skill level, hours of computer use per week, 
formal computer training, county/parish administrative support, area or
6
district administrative support, state administrative support, and 
perceived mathematical ability.
Significance of the Study
As the number of computers in Extension increases, and agents' 
opportunities to develop their computer skills subsequently increases, 
it was important to measure their levels of computer anxiety. This 
information will allow extension administrators an opportunity to 
improve the effectiveness of computer skills training. As a result, 
Extension should be able to provide educational intervention in order to 
reduce existing computer anxiety and improve productivity.
Definitions and Abbreviations
These definitions are presented to clarify the terminology used in 
this study.
A gent. The term used throughout this study to signify any 
county/parish level extension professional.
A r e a . A territorial division of a state into segments made up of 
several counties/parishes for administrative and/or program purposes.
C E S . Abbreviation for the Cooperative Extension Service.
COMPAS. The acronym for Oetting's Computer Anxiety Scale.
Computer. "A desk top unit that can be programmed by the operator. 
It would include a video-screen, a keyboard, and possibly a printer" 
(Oe11 ing, 1983).
Cooperative Extension Service. Also referred to as Extension. Term 
used when referring to a state's Extension program. An organisation with 
a three-way partnership between the State land-grant university, the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, and the county/pariah governments. All
7
three bodies share in the planning and financing of this unique, 
out-of-school approach to adult and youth education.
Cooperative Extension System. The United States Cooperative 
Extension organization or federal agency. Used when referring to 
Extension programs other than at the state level or within a state.
County. The largest territorial division for local government 
within a state of the United States.
District. Is synonymous with an area.
Land Grant System. State agricultural and mechanical college or 
university which has three functions— resident instruction (college 
teaching), research, and extension. Institutions were endowed under the 
Morrill or Land-Grant Act of 1862. Each state was granted 30,000 acres 
of land for each senator and representative it had in Congress. The land 
was to be sold and the revenue invested. The income was to have been 
used to create and maintain institutions of higher learning for 
agricultural and the mechanical arts.
Microcomputer. A small computer. Term is used interchangeably with 
compute r .
Pariah. The civic division of Louisiana which corresponds to a 
county in other states.
USDA. Denotes the United States Department of Agriculture.
CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Int roduc t ion
A mandate has been given. Extension has to accelerate the 
development and capacity to use computer technology in cominun ica t ion and 
dissemination of information. It also has to increase the capability to 
serve the need of its clientele for software programs and data bases. 
These steps are an important part of Extension's plan of work (Extension 
in the '60s, 1983).
The state of the Extension System and its challenge for the future 
was stated by Administrator Myron D. Johnsrud. As Extension moves into 
the 21st century, it must adapt to the changes emerging in electronic 
technology (Extension in the '80s, 1983). These types of changes come
gradually in most organizations , including the Cooperative Extension
System.
The potential for these changes to increase Extension's
effectiveness, efficiency, and quality of information transfer,
educational delivery, and methods of helping people solve problems, is 
exciting and challenging. Extension must maintain a leadership posture 
in the effective application of electronic technology (Travieso, Dik,
Russo, & Curtin, 1987). However, Extension cannot afford to be too far 
ahead of, or too far behind, the needs of its clientele and the skills 
of its professional ataff. The challenge is finding a way to change so 
the rapidly advancing technology, the philosophy of the Extension
8
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System organization, and agents' skills make an appropriate and 
systematic transition into what Dillman (1985) termed the information 
age.
Philosophy of Cooperative Extension System
The United States Cooperative Extension System is a people oriented 
organization. Its potential clientele is ALL people. Learning 
experiences are planned, executed and evaluated based on identified 
local needs which help people in solving farm, home and community 
problems. It provides educational leadership and assistance to everyone 
through practical application of knowledge rather than a theoretical 
application (Vines & Anderson, 1976).
The Cooperative Extension Service (CES) was created under 
provisions of the 1914 Smith-Lever Act and continued under subsequent 
legislation. Extension believes "that knowledge should be made available 
for useful purposes" (Vines & Anderson, 1976, p. 14). It is a 
requirement that this knowledge be transmitted to people who need it in 
their current lives. Therefore, the term "extension" (Vines A Anderson, 
1976).
Organizationally, the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) and the 
Land-Grant System houses the Cooperative Extension System. The 
Land-Grant colleges or universities have three purposes: resident
instruction, research, and extension. Land-Grant universities are 
unique. They are a blend of grass-roots, academic, and government at all 
levels working together to solve problems. Another exclusive 
characteristic is that Extension is a federal organization and a state 
organization at the same time. Local appropriations are required for
10
maintenance of personnel in the counties or parishes; therefore, a 
triple alliance— federal, state, and local (Extension in the 80's,
1983).
Extension is an agency dedicated to change. Its programs enable all 
people, regardless of geographic location, to acquire knowledge and 
skills needed to adapt to social, economic, and cultural changes. 
Extension is facing one of the greatest challenges in its history--the 
application of computer technology into the program of work. It is faced 
with using computer technology in its educational and office management 
activities. Concurrently, Extension is guiding its clientele in the 
adoption of this innovative technology. Extension's mission involves 
diffusion of knowledge primarily in the areas of agriculture, home 
economics, youth development, and community and rural development. If it 
is "to remain competitive in the educational field, extension personnel 
must become proficient in computer technology" (Richardson, 1984, p. 9).
Since one of Extension's purposes is to help people identify and 
solve problems, this goal can be updated by using computers. To be able 
to teach others to become competent in using and working with computers, 
extension educators themselves must become more knowledgeable and less 
afraid of computers. A question for extension agents is not whether to 
accept computer technology but rather to ask themselves what new and 
exciting thing9 can be done with computers as the 21st century is 
approached (Richardson, 1984),
Barriers to Adoption of Computer Technology
In this information age, legions of libraries are at every 
extension agent's fingertips. With a computer, a modem, and the proper
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subscriptions, any agent can access some of the thousands of data banks 
located around the world. Within seconds, valuable up-to-date 
information can appear on the computer screen. One has data which 
otherwise would have taken hours or even days to obtain. Some data bank 
users say that they can have everything they need within three minutes 
on line time with their computer. This equals to about two hours or more 
time that would have been spent with the card catalogs (Dunn, 1987).
Information Technology 
Educational technology in this era involves computers and 
transmission of information via computers. Even when these technologies 
become relatively inexpensive, they will offer extension professionals 
challenges. Most likely this type of equipment will not be owned or 
available to all members of the extension audience. Therefore, extension 
agents will most likely be frustrated because they will be pulled in two 
directions. In one direction will be a demand for service to the 
productive sector of society which has access to the technology. On the 
other side will be those who lack the resources needed to acquire and 
use these new technologies. This is not a new problem for Extension, but 
Dillman (1985) predicted that it will become a more severe problem.
Within the next decade Extension organizations will be effectively 
using most of this new electronic technology to reach their target 
populations. "An agent without easy access to a full array of 
information technologies in the 1990s would seem to be as handicapped as 
an agent without a car 50 years ago" (Dillman, 1985, p. 114).
Dillman (1985) sees the major change introduced by the information 
age as complete disregard for geographic constraints. Extension
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professionals will electronically assemble audiences. Information will 
be substituted for time, labor and energy (Hawken, 1983).
Another common prediction is that the personal computer or 
microprocessor will become a basic part of each machine, just as the
electric motor is today (Dillman, 1985). Cleveland (1985) stated that
the information society does not replace existing items. It overlaps the 
growing, extracting, processing, manufacturing, recycling, distributing 
and consuming of tangible things. "Agriculture and industry continue to 
progress by doing more with less through better knowledge" (Cleveland,
1985, p. 185).
Americans have just begun to see the different ways in which 
information substitutes for energy and labor in producing goods and 
services. As extension professionals move into the information age, one 
potential benefit of using the computer is it will give an indication 
that Extension keeps its programs current and contributes to the overall 
educational process of society (Dillman, 1985).
Nowhere else in the world iB the shift toward an information
society more prevalent than in the United States work force which 
includes the Cooperative Extension System. The proportion of people 
employed in information, knowledge, and education activities increased 
from 2 X  in 1880 to 501 in the mid 1970s (Cleveland, 1985). Cleveland 
projected that these three types of activities will employ two thirds of 
the American work force by the year 2000.
The United States Congressional Office of Technology reported that 
about 451 of U.S. employees work in offices. Some 13 million of these 
workers use a video display terminal (VDT) in their daily activities.
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These numbers are projected to increase as the U.S. and other developed 
countries race into the information age (Dunn 1987).
Employee Acceptance
One problem associated with computer technology and the information 
age is employee acceptance. The literature shows that the future will 
involve increased use of computer technology; however, no authority
implies that the path to employee acceptance will be easy (Richardson,
1984). Emmett (1983) stressed that people work and learn in different
ways and at various rates. Therefore, the introduction of any
technology, including computer technology, into any organization must be 
handled carefully (Richardson, 1984).
According to Richardson, there are several problems related to
employee acceptance and the adoption of computer technology that must be 
overcome. They include: lack of training in the use of the computer,
resistance to change, and lack of evidence that the computer is
effect ive.
Keen and Discaart (1982) stated that resistance from personnel can 
be a detrimental problem to computerization in any organization.
Richardson (1984) listed several additional ways in which this
resistance can be exhibited. They include withholding information, 
providing inaccurate information, distrusting computer output and
lowered employee morale.
From the first time computers were introduced into the workplace 
employees have voiced their concern about how the computers would impact 
them. Today most professionally employed persons are aware of at least 
some of the potential uses of computers in their offices. They readily
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acknowledge that computers are technologically feasible and economically 
desirable. However, many organizations experience difficulties when 
introducing computer technology in the workplace because of employee 
resistance. This problem is associated with their fear of mathematical 
things which discourage those who perceive themselves as being 
non-mathematica1ly inclined. Such a perception has been found to be 
related to the lack of acceptance of computer technology, thereby 
resulting in fear and anxiety by the respective individual (Cantrell, 
1982 ).
When some computer anxious people are afforded the opportunity to 
use or not to use a computer, they will usually choose not to use it 
(Baker, 1985). Some people are intimidated and keep their distance while 
others visualize computers as tools and incorporate them into their 
work. This interaction with the computer can influence people's concepts 
of themselves, their jobs, their relationships with other people, and 
their ways of thinking about social processes (Mitchell, 1985).
Lidtke (1981) gave some suggestions for overcoming educators' 
reluctance to change. Two suggestions that are especially applicable to 
extension educators are: (a) provide state specialist to consult with
local agents in computer sessions, and (b) reward those agents who are 
innovative in adapting computer technology to their instructional 
prog rams.
Barbato (1984) stressed that as the problems associated with 
computer technology are handled, the aspect of how people are affected 
by the computer must be considered. People react to the computer 
differently. For many people, just getting acquainted with a computer is
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a big hurdle. Learning its language, capabilities, and limitations may 
be bigger barriers that they have to overcome. For others, both the 
anticipation and the reality may be an exciting challenge (Collins, 
1982).
With the introduction of computers into the lives of extension
professional staff members, mixed reactions and behaviors have resulted. 
Maurer and Simonson (1984) listed some behaviors that are associated 
with acceptance of computer technology as: avoidance of computers and
the area in which they are located, excessive caution, negative remarks, 
and attempts to cut short the necessary use of computers.
Many extension agents show signs of being uncomfortable when
colleagues talk about their work with computers. To meet the challenges 
in their professional field, they must overcome their anxieties. They 
must invest their time and energy in learning about computers and their 
capabilities (Knight, 1979).
Two different reactions to computers are becoming more and more 
comnon: computerphobia or anxiety and computer addiction or "hacking"
(Toris, 1984). Baylor (1985) pointed out that many people, including 
some educators, Buffer from a type of technophobia known as 
computerphobia. Computerphobia is having a negative feeling toward 
computers. It exhibits itself in many forma including ". . . (a)
resistance to talking or even thinking about computer technology; (b) 
fear or anxiety, which may even create physiological consequences; and
(c) hostile or aggressive thoughts and acts, indicative of some
underlying frustrations" (Baylor, 1985, p. 3).
16
Fear
Cantrell (1982) cited fear as one barrier to the adoption of
computer technology and termed this fear and anxiety "computerphobia." 
Cantrell stated that computerphobia is evident in many workplaces. Some 
educators have normal reasons for fearing computers such as the loss of
control, lack of time to learn to use them, fear of breaking the
computer, and unclear documentation. Even though educators may be
nervous and suspicious of using the computer, these feelings are often 
overcome when they realize there is a need for appropriate training to 
help them and administrators with their work.
Some employees fear their job security because of the reputation 
that computers have of decreasing or replacing personnel. Cantrell
( 1982) cited this as one of the reasons computers have made slow 
progress into the educational system. Some educators voice their anxiety 
as the fear of obsolescence, replacement, alienation, dehumanization, 
and erosions of their self image. It becomes understandable that if 
educators fear the loss of their jobs or a reduction in salary they may 
be reluctant to use the computer.
Cantrell (1982) stated that the computer is not a substitute for
the educator. It will not replace the educator any more than a plow 
replaced the farmer. The professionals who have the respect of fellow
educators may fear a loss of prestige if they make use of a new delivery
system through computerized equipment. Their fear could result in a lack 
of desire to use the computer technology necessary for program delivery. 
Another problem resulting from use of computers in the workplace is
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human relationships among co-workers. There could be a reduced need for 
soc La 1 contac t.
Rubin (1983) suggested that these fears may be rational or 
irrational. Irrational fears are those without explanation. These are 
the fears that cause computerphobia which in turn leads to computer
anx iety.
As educators, extension agents have the responsibility of teaching 
their clientele how to use the computer and thereby, helping them to 
reduce their anxiety. Before the clientele's fear can be diminished,
extension personnel have to reduce their own fear and anxiety. This can 
be accomplished, at least partially, by learning how to use a computer 
(Blume, 1979). With the increased capabilities of computer hardware and 
programming languages, extension professionals will find that the 
computer program development process and teaching will be simplified.
Some of the mystique will therefore be removed from this concept
(Paul sen , 1979).
No one can deny that computers are changing the world. Extension 
professionals can and should take part in this change. They should 
strive to ensure that this change is for the better (Thomas, 1984).
Computer Anxiety
This is a time of transition. While some extension personnel have 
shown an interest in the hi-tech computer revolution, others resist. As
a result some agents may be experiencing a fear of computers which has
been termed computer anxiety or computerphobia.
In the past, students coped with math anxiety. Today it is computer
anxiety for just about everyone— not just the student. Knight (1979)
18
pointed out that, not only students, but educators as well have a 
history of exhibiting some anxiety toward computers. Extension agents 
are educators in every sense of the word and they can learn quickly that 
the computer is nothing to fear.
"Hands-on" experience with computers teaches extension personnel 
that it is important to follow directions to the most finite degree. If 
not before, this becomes clear when they get a printout (Carmack, 1979).
The advent of computers into extension agents' lives has created 
this state that has been termed "computer anxiety." Computer anxiety was 
defined by Baker (198*>) as "the mixture of fear, apprehension, and hope 
that people feel when planning to interact, or when actually 
interacting, with a computer" (p. 159).
Oetting (1983) defined computer anxiety as "the anxiety that people 
feel they will experience when they are interacting with computers--the 
anxiety associated with the concept of computers" (p. 1), Maurer and
Simonson (1984) had a similar definition. These researchers defined it 
as "the irrational fear or apprehension felt by an individual when using 
computers or when considering the possibility of computer utilization" 
(p. 2) .
An almost identical definition was published by Johassen (1985) who 
suggested that this fear may be rational or irrational. Johassen pointed 
out that computer anxiety is a phenomenon that is generally accepted and 
concluded that computer anxiety is often based on anecdotal data. 
Johassen had found no empirical proof of its existence. This finding 
raises the possibility that it may be more constructed than real, based
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upon people's expectations. From a sociological standpoint, Johassen 
believed there is a good reason to expect computer anxiety.
Computer Anxiety Research 
College Freshmen
Oetting (1983) has shown that levels of computer anxiety can be 
assessed by using a computer anxiety scale, COMPAS. Oetting's studies 
showed there is a relationship between computer anxiety and math 
anxiety. Students who had taken courses in computer programming or 
computer science experienced less computer anxiety. Even though COMPAS 
is a relatively new research instrument, Oetting said, "COMPAS has very 
high content validity, is a reliable instrument, and there is good 
evidence for its validity. It should, therefore, be a good measure of 
computer anxiety" (Oetting, 1983, p. 1).
Maine CES Personnel 
Baker (1985) claimed, " . . .  there has been little success in 
clearly identifying the true nature and/or precursors of this ’anxiety1" 
(p. 159). Baker indicated that a reliable tool to measure computer
anxiety had not been found. In an effort to measure both the attitudes 
and anxiety levels of the Maine Cooperative Extension personnel before 
receiving computer training, Baker developed the Index of Computer 
Attitude (ICA). The ICA measured computer attitudes rather than computer 
anx iety.
Extension Home Economics Professionals 
A 1984 national survey of 140 extension workers in home economics 
was conducted by Phyllis E. Worden, Program Leader, Home Economics, 
Colorado Extension Service, using the long form of Oetting's COMPAS.
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Worden's data was collected from the four Cooperative Extension System 
regions in the United States (Northeast, Southern, North Central, and 
Western) and the District of Columbia.
The results of Worden's survey showed that 50 of the 140 
participants (36%) had a score between 80 and 105 (M * 92.6). This 
rating was similar to Oetting's test scores of college freshmen. Worden 
concluded that home economics personnel felt computers were "somewhat
friendly." In this study, COMPAS was used to assess attitudes. Worden
was apparently unaware that Oetting (1983) had developed the instrument 
for measuring computer anxiety. However, Worden (1985) stated that all 
Extension Service employees must be allowed the time and financial
support to become computer literate.
Extension Clientele 
Jose (1984) found that farmers have exhibited an increased interest 
in computers since the beginning of the 198Q's. Bowen, Mincemoyer and 
Parmley (1983) pointed out that county/parish extension agents were not 
adequately prepared when their clientele purchased and began using 
personal computers. Bowen (1984) found that this problem was being 
solved because of the increased use of computers in education and
agr iculture.
Graduate and Undergraduate Students 
In 1984 Maurer and Simonson administered Spielberger's State-Trait 
Anxiety Inventory, Form Y in its printed form to college students. The 
results were used to validate the instrument rather than establish the 
presence of computer anxiety.
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Johaosen (1985) used the same State-Trait Anxiety Inventory to 
study whether increased levels of state anxiety were associated with 
computers; thereby producing the anxiety related behaviors enumerated by 
Maurer and Simonson (1984). The inventory was administered to graduate 
and undergraduate education and library science students. Computers were 
used to administer the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory. This sLudy 
provided evidence that computer anxiety is increased when participants 
are exposed to computers. Johassen contended that one reason anxiety 
increased when these students where exposed to computers was because 
students are still novice enough to exhibit some anxiety. Johassen 
maintained that an increase in computer anxiety should be mitigated by 
increased utilization of computers. Another conclusion was that 
computers do not produce irrational fear among educators. Furthermore, 
Johassen agreed with Lawton and Gerschner (1982) that the solution for 
computerphobia or computer anxiety is computer literacy.
The computer anxiety level of undergraduates was measured by 
Bellando and Winer (1985). These two researchers attempted to determine 
if computer anxiety was related to personality types and math anxiety. 
Four research instruments were used in their study: COMPAS, "A
Questionnaire About Computers" (QAC), the "Math Anxiety Rating Scale" 
(MARS), and "The Vocational Preference Inventory to Determine Holland 
Types." The demographic data gathered in their study revealed that the 
undergraduates had limited access to computers. They also had only a 
minimal amount of computer experience. Data from both of the computer 
scales showed a mild degree of computer anxiety present. However, 
Bellando and Winer did determine there is some validity to classifying
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people according to Holland types in an effort to determine levels of 
computer anxiety. They reported that Holland's Artistic and Social types 
revealed significantly higher levels of computer anxiety as measured by 
COMPAS than the other four Holland types (Bellando 4 Winer, 1985).
Secondary Vocational Teachers 
In a study of Louisiana secondary vocational teachers in 
agriculture, home economics, business and office, and industrial arts 
education, Kotrlik and Smith (1988) used COMPAS to measure the computer 
anxiety levels of these professionals. They found that some vocational 
teachers may be experiencing computer anxiety at a level described in 
the COMPAS manual as "some mild anxiety present." The mean COMPAS score 
for this group of secondary educators was 104.4 (SD “ 32.7). This was a 
lower mean score than the 109.8 reported for college students by 
Bellando and Winer (1985). It was higher than the score of 92.6 reported 
by Worden (1984) in a national study of Cooperative Extension System 
professionals (Kotrlik 4 Smith, p. 5).
College Faculty, Professional Staff and Students 
From a questionnaire used at the College of Charleston in South 
Carolina with faculty and professional staff and students, Toris (1984) 
found that students in the study showed slightly higher computer anxiety 
than faculty. Three issues were found to need particular attention by 
researchers: First, there was a need to identify what was meant by the
word "computer." Computerphobia researchers must specify something about 
this feared object for each participant. Secondly, the researcher must 
clarify the relationship between the different kinds of anxiety and
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resulting behavior toward computers. Social anxiety may motivate some 
people to "move toward" computers and other people to "move away."
Lastly, computerphobia may be functional. Computers threaten some 
people intellectually. Computers and their resulting impact have bee i 
compared to "the telephone, the automobile, television, the family dog, 
the family and acquaintances" (Toris, 1984, p. 9). When people want to 
widen their circle of friends, they just buy more hardware! Toris stated 
that the best description of a computer came from one of the 
participants in the study. This person's definition of a computer was "a 
small box with a lot of mystery surrounding it" (Toris, 1984, p. 9).
Demographic Characteristics and Computer Anxiety
Gender
Several demographic variables and their relationship to computer 
anxiety have been cited in the computer anxiety related literature. 
Findings have not been in agreement in many studies. For example, 
Johassen (1985) found that computer anxiety was slightly lower in males 
than females. Johassen's data was based on only six males in this 
experimental group of 58 students. However, Winkle and Matthews (1982) 
suggested that women fear computers more because their socialization 
makes them less receptive to computers. Bakon, Nielsen, and McKenzie 
(1983) stated that equal opportunity for both sexes in computerization 
activities within organizations is an important issue. It could 
stimulate affirmative action efforts so equity is achieved and 
maintained.
Oetting's (1983) research using COMPAS does not distinguish between 
females and males. Oetting was convinced that females and males were
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equally involved in an increasingly computerized society. While the 
sexes may very well differ in their reactions to anxiety and stress, an 
equivalent high score on COMPAS would mean that they are experiencing 
the same level of anxiety (Oetting, 1983).
Using Oetting's COMPAS with Louisiana vocational secondary 
teachers, Kotrlik and Smith's (1988) findings supported Oetting's (1983) 
theory. They found no statistical significant difference between the 
overall computer anxiety levels of female and male teachers. However, 
differences did exist between the computer anxiety level of female and 
male teachers for three of the seven COMPAS subscales: data entry, word
processing, and trust. On these three subscales, female teachers had 
significantly higher anxiety levels than male teachers.
Jones and Wall (1987) employed the Computer Anxiety Index (CAIN) in 
their effort to examine the relationship between the amount of computer 
exposure and computer anxiety scores for graduate and undergraduate 
students. Their research found no significant relationship between 
gender and computer anxiety for the undergraduate participants. They 
reported that continual exposure to computers reduced computer anxiety 
scores and yielded higher than expected scores on a standard assessment 
of computer literacy for the graduate scholars. The results supported a 
statistically significant relationship between computer anxiety and 
computer experiences and/or exposure.
Afce
Johnson (1987) studied the effects of computer training on levels 
of writing apprehension and computer anxiety in elementary school 
teachers. Mauer and Simonson's "Computer Anxiety Index" was used in this
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research. Gender proved to be unrelated; however, age was found to be 
correlated positively with computer anxiety. Johnson recommended that 
further study be done on selected variables and their effect on writing 
apprehension and computer training in teachers.
Rankin (1984) studied the interaction of anxiety, sex, and age in a 
setting using computerized assisted instruction. The participants in 
Rankin's study were 182 community college students. The students who 
received computer assisted instruction performed at a lower level than 
the students who received traditional instruction. Females had a higher 
anxiety score even though they performed significantly better in both 
the conventional instruction and the computer assisted instruction 
settings. It was concluded that anxiety had no significant effect on 
performance. A significant difference was found between age and 
treatment, the type of instructional technique employed, with students 
in the computer group being affected to a greater degree. Rankin 
concluded that more study was needed on the problems of older students 
because they did not perform as well as the younger participants in the 
computer assisted instruction setting.
Other Variables
Raub (1982) studied computer anxiety among college students. Using 
regression analysis, five variables contributed significantly to 
computer anxiety scores. The statistically significant variables were 
gender, college major, computer experience, math anxiety, and trait 
anxiety.
As early as 1970, Whisler stated that an individual's perception of 
computers may depend on whether the individual views the computer as a
26
competitor, cooperator, or a powerful friend. Personnel at higher levels 
usually accepted computer technology and the development of new skills 
more favorably than those in lower positions of an organization. Whisler 
concluded that this could be attributed to one's position in an 
organization, one's age, or one's area of expertise. Even earlier, Porat 
and Vaughan (1967) stressed that younger professionals tend to view the 
computer more positively than the older staff members, except for top 
administrators.
Kotrlik and Smith (1988) found no statistical difference between 
the computer anxiety levels of Louisiana agricultural vocational 
educators and the other vocational teachers in home economics, business 
and office, and industrial arts education. In the multiple regression 
analysis, five variables explained U 5 X  of the variance in the COMPAS 
score. Teachers with no or low levels of computer skills, teachers who 
perceived they did not have their principal's support in the use of 
computers, teachers who had computers available at school, teachers who 
perceived they had low math ability, and teachers without formal 
computer training were more likely to have higher levels of computer 
anxiety.
The Computer Anxiety Scale (CAS) - Short Form (SF) developed by 
Newman and Clure was administered by Campbell (1986) to students in 
grades 4 through 12. Female and male students who own a home computer 
and use a computer in school were found to have less computer anxiety as 
measured by the CAS-SF. Grade level of students was not related to 
computer anxiety levels. Even though these findings were reported, the
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study focused on the development of an instrument rather than assessing 
computer anxiety.
Summary
Although much research has been reported on computer competencies, 
computer use, and attitudes toward computers, a limited number of 
researchers have studied computer anxiety. Some computer anxiety related 
studies have been conducted with elementary and secondary school pupils, 
undergraduates and graduate scholars, community college students, and 
educators. No study was found where computer anxiety levels had been 
accessed among extension agents.
Two instruments that have been developed in an effort to predict or 
measure computer anxiety are COMPAS (Computer Anxiety Scale) by Oetting 
(1983) and CAIN (Computer Anxiety Index) by Maurer and Simonson (1984). 
Of these two instruments, COMPAS has undergone a more comprehensive 
validity and internal evaluation assessment.
Several barriers exist that delay or even possibly prevent the 
adoption of computer technology by extension agents. Some barriers 
include different types of fears, personal internal feelings, personnel 
related problems, computer connected obstacles, and overt actions.
In some studies male participants were found to have experienced 
lower levels of computer anxiety than females. However, no statistical 
difference was found between gender and computer anxiety levels in other 
studies. Computer experience, math anxiety, trait anxiety, age, computer 
skill level, administrative support of computer use, computer 
availability, perceived mathematical ability, and formal computer 
training have been found to be related to computer anxiety.
Research assessing computer anxiety of extension professionals 
specifically, was not found. No research project of the nature and scope 
of this study has been reported on a regional or national level. A need 
exists to determine computer anxiety levels of extension agents and 
factors related to these levels. Therefore, the findings should add to 
the body of knowledge regarding computer anxiety levels of agents within 
the Cooperative Extension System.
CHAPTER III
RESEARCH PROCEDURE 
This study was descriptive in nature. This chapter describes the 
methods and procedures that were followed in conducting the study. The 
four sections are: Population and Sample, Instrumentation, Data
Collection and Data Analysis.
Population and Sample 
The target population used for this study was the county/parish 
level agents in the Southern Region of the United States Cooperative 
Extension System. Extension agents with administrative responsibilities 
at the district/area or state level were excluded. The accessible 
population included 11 states within the Southern Region. These 11 
states were: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana,
Mississippi, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia. 
Kentucky and North Carolina declined to participate.
The sample size was calculated using Cochran's sample size formula 
(Snedecor & Cochran, 1980). With a five point Likert-type scale, a 2 Z  
margin of error was accepted and an estimate of the population standard 
deviation calculated. A risk of 5X that the actual margin of error 
exceeded the accepted margin was also established.
According to Cochran's formula, 384 respondents constituted the 
minimum sample size. A 70 percent response rate was anticipated based on 
previous survey responses with similar populations. Therefore, 
oversampling was used to insure that the minimum sample size was 
attained (Namboodiri, 1978). A sample size of 544 was used. A systematic
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random sample was drawn from the personnel list secured from the 
Directors of the 11 accessible states within the Southern Region by 
selecting every eighth name from the lists of county/pariah agents.
Instrumentation
A mailed questionnaire was considered the most appropriate 
instrument to gather the data for this study. The instrument consisted 
of two parts (Appendix A). Part 1 was Oetting's Computer Anxiety Scale 
(COMPAS). Part II consisted of closed-form questions designed to obtain 
general information about the extension agents and their computer usage.
Selection of a Computer Anxiety Instrument 
COMPAS was uBed because the researcher's objective was to measure 
computer anxiety. Using Cronbach's alpha, the reliability was calculated 
by the developer of COMPAS as a = .96 (Oetting 1983). This is a very 
high reliability coefficient (Balian, 1982); therefore, the instrument 
exhibited stability in measurement. COMPAS does measure anxiety because 
many of the adjective pairs used in COMPAS have a Long history of 
assessing anxieties in other studies. The correlation between COMPAS and 
various types of test anxieties showed that computer anxiety is highly 
related to the anxiety associated with taking a test using a computer (r 
“ .70). Oetting showed that COMPAS and Suinn's Math Anxiety Rating Scale 
had a moderately high correlation (t_ * .40). Computer anxiety had a low 
correlation (r̂  * .19) with the Theme or Term Paper Anxiety measure.
Based on these correlations, Oetting concluded that computer anxiety and 
math anxiety appeared to be related; however, COMPAS does not purport to 
measure math anxiety (Oetting, 1983).
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Oetting stated there are three types of anxieties. Trait and state 
anxiety are routinely mentioned by psychologists. Oetting defined trait 
anxiety as "the general pervasive anxiety experienced by a person over 
the entire range of life experiences. State anxiety, on the other hand, 
is an anxiety that a person is experiencing right now, at this time"
C p . 1).
COMPAS "is based on a third type of anxiety, concept-specific 
anxiety. Concept-specific anxieties fill the gigantic range between 
general trait anxiety and state anxiety. They are the anxieties that 
people associate with specific situations" (p. 1).
COMPAS was reviewed in the Mental Measurements Yearbook (1985) by 
two psychologists. One psychologist, Benjamin Kleinmuntz, questioned the 
importance of measuring computer anxiety. Kleinmuntz stated, "If one 
were to assume that it is important to measure or predict computer 
anxiety, then Oetting's Computer Anxiety Scale (COMPAS) is certainly t^e 
test to select" (p. 3). This reviewer concluded by stating, "The COMPAS 
is psychometrically sound, but its rationale for being is not 
immediately apparent" (p. 7).
Steven Wise, a second psychologist, critiqued COMPAS. Wise stated, 
"In summary, I feel that the overall computer anxiety scale of the 
COMPAS will be quite useful in measuring the levels of anxiety that 
people feel when interacting with computers" (p. 16).
COMPAS has several sources which support evidence for validity of a 
test. "All of them center around the basic question of whether the test 
is measuring what it is supposed to be measuring" (Oetting, 1983, 
p. 10). COMPAS has high face validity because the participants know what
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the teat and items are measuring. The main advantage of face validity is 
that it encourages cooperation from respondents. The disadvantage is 
that subjects can fake results rather easily.
COMPAS demonstrates content validity. Oetting (1983) pointed out
that, based on an examination " . . .  by judges who were knowledgeable 
about anxiety and computer use . . . "  (p. 11), there is evidence that
the statements relate to the concepts being measured. Likewise, the 
COMPAS subscales measure anxiety about the situation described in the
title of the respective subscales.
Convergent validity could not be established at the time the COMPAS 
instrument was copyrighted. There was no other similar instrument 
available (Oetting, 1983).
By definition, "discriminant validity is evidence that the test 
measures something different than other tests that assess similar 
things" (Oetting, 1983, p. 12). Discriminant validity is demonstrated by 
COMPAS in that it measures something different from other instruments 
that assess similar concepts. Oetting and Cole (Oetting, 1983) found 
that computer anxiety was most highly related to computer test anxiety, 
less to science and math test anxiety and correlated very low with 
writing a theme or term paper.
According to Oetting (1983), there are clusters of items in COMPAS
that identify different dimensions of computer anxiety and have a high
positive correlation among them. This supports Oetting's theory that 
certain situations involving computers are related to computer anxiety.
Oetting stressed that key cluster variable analysis is a powerful 
statistical method for establishing discriminant validity. This
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technique clusters items together on the underlying sources of variance. 
"The COMPAS subscales form independent clusters and therefore measure 
different aspects of computer anxiety. . . . The correlations between
the subscales, however, are high enough to warrant including them as 
part of a general measure of computer anxiety" (Oetting, 1983, p. 16).
The reliability and validity data of COMPAS was further evidenced 
because computer anxiety scores from this scale were related in the 
projected direction. Students who had taken courses in computer 
programming or computer science experienced less computer anxiety.
Even though COMPAS is a relatively new research instrument, there 
was substantial evidence that it is both a reliable and a valid measure 
of computer anxiety. COMPAS is one instrument that addresses computer 
anxiety. It had been evaluated and used in three studies (Worden, 1984; 
Bellando & Winer, 1985; Kotrlik & Smith, 1988). COMPAS was used because 
it met the objectives established for this study.
After reviewing the COMPAS manual, the researcher was concerned 
about the definition of a "small computer." Another concern was seven 
questions that were possibly not applicable to a person who had not had 
the experience of using a computer. These questions were forwarded to 
Dr. Oetting in a letter (Appendix B) on March 20, 1987. A reply
(Appendix C) was received.
Oetting recommended that no items be changed because one cannot be 
sure that a new Beale has the reliability and validity associated with 
COMPAS. A second reason was that anxiety is an emotional/cognitive 
response. In COMPAS, the perceived situation is interacting with a
computer. It does not matter whether the person has had that particular
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experience or not. Oetting contends that not having had the experience 
increases the chance of computer anxiety.
Oetting also pointed out that a person who has high self-confidence 
and general math ability might experience little anxiety. Whether 
extension agents had used a computer was not important in answering the 
questions. Oetting contended that it may increase the anxiety if they 
have not had the experience, but that is one component of being anxious 
and therefore, the measure of computer anxiety was accurate.
A license (Appendix D) , to reproduce Oetting's Computer Anxiety 
Scale (COMPAS) for research purposes only, was obtained by the 
researcher on March 2, 1987.
COMPAS provided an overall scale to measure general computer 
anxiety. It included seven subscales (hand calculator, trust, general 
attitude, data entry, word processing, business operations, and computer 
science) that had been designed to measure anxiety in selected types of 
encounters with computers. COMPAS contained a set of items that 
described situations where the agent would interact with one form or 
another of a computer.
Each short description of a possible interaction with a computer is 
followed by a pair of adjectives, with a five position scale 
between the adjectives. . . . One adjective indicates relative
comfort in the situation, the other relates to anxiety. The subject 
marks the space that best describes his or her feelings in that 
situation (Oetting, 1983, p. 3).
Every item showed either a positive, a mid-point, or a negative 
response. Therefore, it was possible to interpret how the respondent
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felt by averaging the score. If the average score was toward the 
positive side, the subject was expressing comfort in situations
involving computers. If the average score was toward the negative end,
the participant was expressing discomfort. With this scale, the more 
extreme the score, the more intense the feeling. Oetting stressed that 
this type scoring was somewhat unusual for psychological scales. The 
extent of the person's anxiety experienced was determined directly from 
averaging the scores.
The long form of COMPAS with seven subscales was utilized in this 
study because it provided the highest level of reliability. Table 2
shows a comparison of the internal consistency reliabilities in
Oetting's (1983) study and this study. Using Cronbach's alpha, Oetting 
(1983) showed the overall internal consistency reliability as .96 for
the long form. With the same reliability formula, an overall internal
consistency reliability of .97 resulted from this study.
Each of the seven subscales consisted of four items. The
reliabilities of the subscales from both studies were similar. The range 
in Oetting's study was .71 to .86. In this study the range was from .70 
to .87. It should be noted that reliabilities are usually established 
when there are ten or more items. Therefore, reliabilities tend to
increase as the number of items increase. Since there were only four 
items in each subscale, lower internal consistency reliabilities 
resulted (Carmines & Zeller, 1979).
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Table 2
Internal Consistency Reliabilities for COMPAS
College students a Extension agents
Overall - long form .96 .97
Sub sc ales:
Hand calculator .72 .70
Trus t .81 .79
General attitude .87 .85
Data entry .78 .76
Word processing .77 .81
Business operations .71 .87
Computer science .86 .81
Note. Reliabilities determined using Cronbach's alpha.
gThe data were taken from Manual. Oetting's Computer Anxiety Scale
(COMPAS) by E. R. Oetting, 1983, pp. 9-10.
General Demographic Component 
Part II of the instrument addressed the demographic aspect of the 
study. Individual characteristics assessed were major program area, 
educational level, years of CES service, age, sex, and estimated typing 
skills. Other questions about computer related information included: 
usage, skill level, availability at office, location, number of people 
and amount of time these other people use the same computer, amount and
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type of formal computer training, perceived administrative support and 
personal mathematical ability.
Validat ion
The instrument's content validity was assessed by: (1) Drs. Michael 
F. Burnett, Edward W. Gassie, Joe W. Kotrlik, Vincent F. Kuetemeyer, 
Gary E. Moore, Jeffrey W. Moss, and James W. Trott, Jr., LSU Vocational 
Education faculty members; (2) Extension and Vocational Education 
doctoral students (some of whom are extension professionals from the 
Southern Region); and (3) graduate conmittee members. The purpose of 
this review was to determine whether the content of the instrument was 
appropriate for the objectives of the study. The validation panel agreed 
that COMPAS was a suitable instrument for the researcher to use in 
measuring the computer anxiety levels of extension agents in the 
Southern Region.
Field Teating
The instrument was field tested during August, 1987 with two 
agents, randomly selected, from each of the 13 Southern Region states. 
Cronbach's alpha was used to establish the internal consistency 
reliability for the field test version of the instrument. The overall 
reliability was .90. This is considered a high reliability coefficient 
(Hinkle, Wiersma, & J urs, 1979). Feasible changes suggested by the field 
test respondents were incorporated into the research instrument.
Data Collection
The initial mailing of the research instrument (Appendix A), cover 
letter (Appendix E) and return envelope occurred on September 18, 1987.
A packet of mints with "Thank You" printed on the plastic wrapper was
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attached to the front page of each questionnaire to encourage agents to 
respond. On September 25 a postcard (Appendix F) was mailed to all 
non-respondents as a reminder.
On Wednesday, October 7 a second packet consisting of the 
questionnaire (Appendix A), cover letter (Appendix G) and return 
envelope was mailed. At the end of that week, October 9, a second post 
card (Appendix H) was mailed. The final deadline for data collection was 
Wednesday, October 28, 1987.
The return rate from the initial mailing was 476 (91.18%) usable
questionnaires. The second packet and follow-up postcard resulted in an 
additional 46 (8.82%) usable questionnaires being returned. The total 
number of questionnaires returned was 532 (97.8%) of the sample. Ten of 
the returned questionnaires were unusable; therefore, the usable 
response rate was 522 (96.0%). Response rates by states are presented in 
Table 3.
Because of the high response rate, a planned telephone follow up of 
nonrespondents was not conducted since a 97.8% response rate was 
considered to be adequate. Borg (1983) claims that a follow up is not 
necessary if the response rate is over 80%.
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Table 3
Response Rates by State (N “ 522)




lls ab 1 e
A1abama 43 42 1 41
Arkansas 33 33 1 32
Flor ida 45 44 3 41
Georg ia 67 66 0 66
Lou i s iana 49 49 0 49
Miss issippi 32 30 0 30
Oklahoma 30 29 0 29
South Carolina 36 36 1 35
Tennessee 54 53 2 51
Texas 102 98 2 96
Virginia 53 52 0 52
Total 544 532 10 522
Data Analysis
The alpha level was set at .05 a priori. Statistical analysis was 
accomplished as follows:
1. Descriptive statistics were used to describe the data relative 
to computer anxiety levels of agents.
Descriptive statistics were used to describe extension agents
concerning: their level of computer use, their current computer
skill levels, the availability and use of an office computer, 
the amount and type of formal computer training they had
completed, and their perceived administrative support for
computer us e .
Stepwise multiple regression (Glass & Hopkins, 1984) was 
used to determine the amount of variance in the extension 
agents* computer anxiety levels that could be explained by
selected variables. The variables used in this analysis were: 
level of education, years of employment, age, sex, perceived 
typing skills, computer skill level, hours of computer use per 
week, formal computer training, county/parish administrative 
support, area or district administrative support, state 
administrative support, and perceived mathematical ability.
CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Introduc t ion
The purpose of this chapter is to present the data and explain the 
findings which are organized and presented according to the objectives 
of this study. The first section portrays the computer anxiety levels of 
respondents. The second section describes the agents concerning their 
computer use and skill levels, office computer availability, formal 
computer training, and perceived administrative support for computer 
use. The third part explains the amount of variance in the extension 
agents' computer anxiety levels.
A profile of the responding extension agents is presented for 
informational purposes only since the demographic data about the 
respective extension agents were collected for use in regression 
analysis (Objective 3). The complete data are presented in tabular form 
in Appendix I.
The 522 responding agents were in the following major program 
areas; 194 - agriculture/natural resources; 168 - home economics/family 
living; 80 - 4-H/youth; 14 - administration at the county/parish level; 
and 1 - rural/conxnunity development. Fifty-nine agents had multiple
assignments in any combination of the previously named program areas. 
Five agents checked "other" as their major program area.
One hundred ninety-six (38Z) of the respondents had bachelors 
degrees. The largest number of agents, 312 (60Z), had earned masters 
degrees. Only eight of the agents had a doctorate. There were five
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agents who held an education specialist degree and one agent who checked 
"other" as the highest academic degree earned.
The mean years of experience with Extension was almost 13 (M = 
12.61) years. The largest number of the agents, 124 (251), had been
employed with Extension less than six years. The smallest number of 
agents, 14 (3%), had from 31 to 35 years of service.
The agents' age ranged from 23 to 65. The mean age was less than 40 
(M * 39.29) years of age. The largest number, 108 (21%), of agents were 
36 to 40 years old.
There were 242 (46%) female and 279 (54%) male extension agents who 
participated in the study. One respondent did not respond to the 
question that revealed gender.
The perceived typing skills of respondents were as follows: hunt
and peck - 22%, slow - 35%, moderate - 36%, and fast - 7%.
Agents' perceived mathematical ability ranged from level 5 
(excellent) to level 1 (poor). Seven (1%) agents indicated their 
perceived mathematical ability as level 1 (poor). Some 104 (20%) of the 
agents indicated level 5 (excellent) as their perceived mathematical 
ability. The most frequent was level 4 (very good) which was indicated 
by 212 (41%) of the respondents. One hundred sixty-two (31%) of the
agents perceived their mathematical ability as level 3 (good). And 37 
(7%) of the participants indicated their perceived mathematical ability 
as level 2 (fair).
Computer Anxiety Levels of Extension Agents
Objective one was designed to determine the computer anxiety levels 
of extension agents as measured by Oetting's Computer Anxiety Scale
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(COMFAS). Table 4 shows the COMPAS data (overall computer anxiety and 
subscale scores) for the sample. The distribution of scores suggests 
that some Cooperative Extension Agents in the Southern Region of the 
United States may be experiencing computer anxiety. The COMPAS manual 
shows that anxiety is present commencing at a score of 105, on the 
overall computer anxiety scale, for college students (Oetting, 1963).
Table 4
COMPAS Scores for Extension Agents (N = 522)
Sc a le M SD
Overall computer anxiety 110.86 32.47
Subsc ales:
Hand calculator 5.51 2.33
Trust 6.76 3.11
General attitude 8.36 3.44
Data entry 10.08 3.98
Word processing 9.61 4.00
Business operations 10.07 4.13
Computer science 13.85 4.01
Oetting (1983) termed the computer anxiety levels measured by 
COMPAS as very anxious, anxious/tense, and some mild anxiety present, 
generally relaxed/comfortable, and very relaxed/confident. The possible
44
range of scores on the overall computer anxiety scale was from a low of 
40 to a high of 200. The respective ranges were: 40-79, very
relaxed/confident; 80-104, generally relaxed/comfortable; 105-129, some 
mild anxiety present; 130-149, anxious/tense; and 150-200, very anxious 
(Oet t ing, 1983).
The seven subscales had the same computer anxiety levels; however, 
the numerical ranges were different because there were only four items 
in each subscale. The ranges were: 4-8, very re 1 axed/confident; 9-10,
generally relaxed/comfortable; 11-12, some mild anxiety present; 13-14, 
anxious/tense; and 15-20, very anxious (Oetting, 1983).
Table 5 presents a breakdown of the computer anxiety scores of 
agents by anxiety levels. The scores ranged from a maximum of 200 to a 
minimum of 40. There was one agent with each of these two extreme 
scores. Over half of the respondents (54.981) may be experiencing some 
computer anxiety at the levels COMPAS depicts as "aome mild anxiety 
present, anxious/ tense or very anxious.1*
In Table 6 the COMPAS score of respondents on the hand calculator 
subsc ale is d i splayed . Four percent of the partic i pants indicated they 
felt anxious when using or thinking about using a hand calculator.
Most (87.55Z) of the extension agents studied are very 
relaxed/confident or generally relaxed/comfortable with activities 
involving their trust of computer related functions (Table 7). Only 




COMPAS Scores of Respondents for Overall Computer Anxiety (N * 522)
Computer anxiety levels8 Range f %
Very anxious 150 - 200 68 13.03
Anxious/tense 130 - 149 79 15.13
Some mild anxiety present 105 - 129 140 26.82
Generally relaxed/comfortable 80 - 104 140 26.82
Very relaxed/confident 40 - 79 95 18.20
Tot al 522 100.00
aM = 110.86, SD ■= 32.46.
Table 6
COMPAS Scores of Respondents for Hand Calculator Subscale (N - 522)
£
Computer anxiety levels Range I Z
Very anxious 15 - 20 6 1.15
Anx ious/tense 13 - 14 6 1.15
Some mild anxiety present 11 - 12 10 1.92
Generally relaxed/comfortable 9 - 1 0 28 5.36
Very relaxed/confident 4 - 8 472 90.42
Total 522 100.00
®M - 5.51, SD « 2.33
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Table 7
COMPAS Scores of Respondents for Trust Subscale (N ■ 522)
AComputer anxiety levels Range f X
Very anxious 15 - 20 15 2.87
Anx ious/tense 13 - 14 16 3.07
Some mild anxiety present 11 - 12 34 6.51
Generally relaxed/comfortable 9 - 1 0 55 10. 54
Very relaxed/confident 4 - 8 402 77.01
Total 522 100.00
®M = 6.76, SD * 3.12.
The general attitude subscale scores are shown in Table 8, 
Three-fourths (75.67X) of the participants indicated that their general 
attitude toward computers is very relaxed/confident or generally 
relaxed/comfortable. However, one-fourth (24,331) of the agents 
exhibited some computer anxiety.
The data entry subscale scores are displayed in Table 9. Of the 
respondents, 43.49Z, revealed that they were experiencing some level of 
anxiety with data entry activities using a computer.
Table 10 shows that almost 601 (313) of the participants indicated 
that they were very relaxed/confident or generally relaxed/comfortable; 
therefore, not experiencing computer anxiety with word processing 
related work. However, just over 40Z of the agents manifested some 
computer anxiety with word processing.
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Table 8
COMPAS Scores of Respondents for General Attitude Subscale (N ” 522)
gComputer anxiety levels Range I X
Very anxious 1 5 - 2 0 35 6. 70
Anx ious/tense 13 - 14 23 4.41
Some mild anxiety present 11 - 12 69 13.22
Generally relaxed/comfortable 9 - 1 0 90 17.24
Very re laxed/confident 4 - 8 305 58.43
Tot al 522 100.00
aM - 8.36, SD - 3.44.
Table 9
COMPAS Scores of Respondents for Data Entry Subscale (N - 522)
Computer anxiety levels3 Range f X
Very anxious 15 - 20 83 15.90
Anxious/tense 13 - 14 63 12.07
Some mild anxiety present 11 - 12 81 15.52
Generally relaxed/comfortable 9 - 1 0 95 18.20
Very relaxed/confident 4 - 8 200 38.31
Total 522 100.00
®M - 10.08, SD - 3.98.
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Table 10
COMPAS Scores of Respondents for Word Processing Subscale (N * 522)
Computer anxiety levels* Range I 3
Very anxious 15 - 20 65 12.45
Anxious/tense 13 - 14 63 12.07
Some mild anxiety present 11 - 12 81 15.52
Generally relaxed/comfortable 9 - 1 0 91 17.43
Very relaxed/confident 4 - 8 222 42.53
Tota 1 522 100.00
*M - 9.61, SD - 4.00.
Table 11 summarizes the computer anxiety levels of extension agents
on the business operations subscale. Some degree of anxiety was reported
by 41.953 of the agents when involved with computer related business 
opera t ions.
The focus in Table 12 is on the computer science subscale. Anxiety 
levels of respondents are quite different from those on the other 
subscales. Some degree of computer anxiety was displayed by over 
three-fourths (77.403) of the agents. Only 22.603 of the responding 
agents indicated they were "generally relaxed/comfortable or very 




COMPAS Scores of Respondents for Business Operations Subscale (N * 522)
&Computer anxiety levels Range X 2
Very anxious 15 - 20 84 16.09
Anxious/tense 13 - 14 61 11.69
Some mild anxiety present 11 - 12 74 14.17
Generally relaxed/comfortab1e 9 - 1 0 95 18.20
Very relaxed/confident 4 - 8 208 39.85
Tot al 522 100.00
aM = 10.07, SD - 4.13.
Table 12
COMPAS Scores of Respondents for Computer Science Subscale (N - 522)
Computer anxiety levels* Range f I
Very anxious 1 5 - 2 0 247 47.32
Anxious/tense 13 - 14 88 16.86
Some mild anxiety present 11 - 12 69 13.22
Generally relaxed/comfortable 9 - 1 0 55 10.53
Very relaxed/confident 4 - 8 63 12.07
Total 522 100.00
*M - 13.85, SD - 4.01.
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Subscale intercorrelations were calculated for informational 
purposes only. Results may be viewed in Appendix J.
Information Related to Agents' Computer Use
The focus of objective two was to describe extension agents
concerning: (a) computer use and skill levels, (b) availability and use
of an office computer, (c) amount and type of formal computer training 
completed, and (d) perceived administrative support for computer use.
The questions were numbered 8, 9, and 10 in Part II of the instrument
(Append i x A ) ,
Question 8 was used to determine whether extension agents used a 
computer and if they used a computer, their current level of computer 
skills. Table 13 shows that over two-thirds (372 of the 516 respondents) 
indicated that they used a computer. The largest percentage of agents, 
35.66Z, considered themselves as novices with much to learn about
computer usage. The smallest percentage of respondents, 2.32Z, indicated 
they were advanced users and very knowledgeabIe about computer use. No 
agents reported that they perceived themselves as computer "pros" or 
extremely knowledgeable about computer usage.
Question 9 sought information about the availability of computers
for use in county/parish Extension offices. Table 14 Bhows that 84.94Z 
(440) of the 518 responding agents have a computer available for them to 
use at their office.
Table 15 shows that over one-third (35.68Z) of office computers
available for agents to use are located in a central office. Only 8.41Z
of the agents who had computers available reported they have a computer 
located in their personal office.
Table 13
Computer Use by Respondents (N * 522)
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Response f X
Use a c omp u t e r
Yes 372 72.09
No 144 27.91
Mlss ing data 6
Tota 1 522 100.00
Perceived computer skill levels
Do not use 144 27.91
Complete beginner 70 13.57
Novice - Btill much to learn 184 35.66
Intermediate use - fairly knowledgeable 106 20. 54
Advanced user - very knowledgeable 12 2. 32
Pro - extremely knowledgeable 0 0.00
Missing data 6
Tot a 1 522 100.00
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Table 14
Availability of an Office Computer for Respondents to Use (N * 522)
Response f X
Computer available in office 
Yes 440 84.94
No 78 15.06
Miss ing data 4
Total 522 100.00
Table 15
Location of Computer for Respondents With Access to an Office Compute r
(n ” 444)
Location _f X
Central office area 157 35.68
Computer room 138 31. 36
Staff work room 74 16.82





Those agents having access to an office computer were asked about 
each of the following: The number of hours they use the office computer
each week, the number of other people who use that same office computer, 
and the average number of hours these other personnel use the same
computer as the agents.
Table 16 summarizes the number of hours per week agents with access
to an office computer use a computer. Of the responding agents, 422
revealed they do not use an office computer even though they have access 
to one. However, those agents who use computers reported that, on the 
average, they use an office computer 1 3/4 hours per week.
Table 17 gives a different picture for those agents who have
computers in their personal offices. These agents reported that they use 
their computers on an average of almost 6 1/2 hours weekly. However, the
responding agents, who do not have a computer located in their personal
office, signified that they use the computer, to which they have access, 
only about 1 3/4 hours each week.
Data in Table 18 disclose that in 64.911 (283) of the instances, 
the office computer, available for use by reporting agents, is used most
frequently by from one to four other persons.
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Table 16
Hours Per Week. Respondents with Access to an Office Computer Use a
Computer (N “ 522)
£Number hours per week f X
0 210 41.58
1 - 4 2 34 46.34
5 - 8 44 8.71
9 - 1 6 14 2.77
17 - 24 2 0.40
25 - 32 U 0.00
33 - 40 1 0.20
Miss ing data 17
Tot al 522 100.00
(M - 1.77, SD - 3.13) 
aRespondents reported the actual number of hours per week they used the
office computer to which they have access. Ranges were established in
one-half day or eight hour intervals for the table presentation.
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Table 17
Comparison of Office Computer Use by Agents With and Without Computers
in Their Personal Office
With ac ompute r Without bcomputer
Hours'' f_ 1 f X
0 3 8. 33 129 32.99
1 - 4 16 44.4 5 218 55.75
5 - 8 7 19.44 37 9.46
9 - 1 2 5 13.89 6 1. 53
13 - 16 3 8. 33 0 0.00
17 - 20 1 2. 78 1 0.27
More than 20 1 2.78 0 0.00
Hissing data 12
Total 37 100.00 403 100.00
an - 37, M - 6.42, SD - 7 .61 . bn - 403, M - 1.70, SD - 2.21.
Q Respondents reported the actual number of hours per week they used an




Number of Other Personnel Using Same Computer as Respondents who Have
Access to an Office Computer (n ■ 444)
Number other persons3 f I
0 20 4.59
1 - 4 283 64.91
5 - 8 107 24.54
9 - 1 6 21 4.81
1 7 - 2 4 4 0.92
25 - 32 0 0.00
W 1 O 1 0. 23
Miss ing data __8
Total 444 100.00
(M « 4.01, SD - 3.25)
g Respondents reported the actual number of other persons who used the
same office computer to which respondents have access. Ranges were
established for use in table presentation.
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In one-fourth (24.02Z) of the cases, responding agents indicated 
they share the office computer, to which they have access, with other 
personnel most frequently from 9 to 16 hours per week (Table 19).
Table 19
Hours Per Week Other Personnel use Same Computer as Respondents who Have
Access to an Office Computer (n * 444)
£Number hours per week f X
0 20 4.90
1 - 4 75 18.38
5 - 8 82 20. 10
9 - 1 6 98 24.02
1 7 - 2 4 49 12.01
25 - 32 48 11.77
33 - 40 30 7.35
More than 40 6 1.47
Missing data 36
Total 444 100.00
(M - 14.20, SD » 12.35)
£Respondents reported the actual number of hours per week other 
personnel use the same office computer to which the respondent has 
access. Ranges were established for use in table presentation.
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Question 10 asked whether the agents had received formal computer 
training (Table 20). The data show that two-thirds (66.671) of the 
responding agents had completed some type of formal computer training.
Table 20
Participation of Respondents in Formal Computer Training (N ■ 522)
Response f X
Formal computer training 




Table 21 indicates the type of computer training received by 
agents. The percentages shown are not cumulative since respondents were 
instructed to check all types of training they had received. The most
reported type of formal computer training received by 90.17% (312) of 
the 346 responding agents was in-service training workshop(s).
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Table 21
Type of Formal Computer Training Received by Respondents (n * 346)
Type of training t %a
In-service training workshop(s) 312 90.1 7
College course(s) for undergraduate credit 63 18.21
College course(s) for graduate credit 43 12.43
Other 22 6.36
8As a result of respondents being able to reply in one or more 
categories, the percent column will not total to 100%.
The number of clock hours of formal computer training received by 
respondents is presented in Table 22. Almost one-half (47.98%) of the 
responding agents indicated they had completed more than eight hours of 
formal computer training.
Respondents were asked to indicate their perception of 
administrative support at three different levels--county/parish, area or 
district, state— for computer use. Responses were recorded on a five 
point Likert-type scale ranging from one (strongly disagree) that 
support was received to five (strongly agree). Almost half (47.49%) of 
the respondents felt that their county/parish level administrators 
support the use of computers. Nearly two-thirds (62.62%) of the 
respondents disclosed that they agreed their area or district 
administrators support computer use. A slightly higher percentage of 
agents (68.46%) revealed they perceived their state administrators to be 
supportive of computer use. Pertinent data are reported in Table 23.
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Table 22




1 - 0 97 18.69
9 - 2 4 125 24.09
25 - 60 85 16. 38
Over 60 39 7.51
Tota 1 519 100.00
(M - 1.46, SD - 1.30)
Table 23
Respondents' Perceived Administrative Support of Computer Use (N « 522)
Statement M SD
County/parish administratorfs)
support(s) use of computer* 3.36 1. 30
Area or district administrator(s)
support(e) use of computer^ 3.76 1.17
State administrator{s )
£support(s) use of computer 3.91 1. 12
*n ■= 518. bn - 519. Cn - 520.
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Regression Analysis of Agents’ Computer Anxiety Levels
Objective three was to determine the amount of variance in computer 
anxiety levels of extension agents that could be explained by selected 
variables. The variables used in this analysis were: level of education,
years of service, age, sex, perceived typing skills, computer skill 
level, hours of computer use per week., formal computer training, 
county/parish administrative support, area or district administrative 
support, state administrative support, and perceived mathematical
ab i1i ty.
In analyzing the data, three variables were constructed. When the 
agents indicated that they did not use a computer, the response was
interpreted as no computer skills. Therefore, their computer skill level 
was equated to zero. For those responding agents who said they used a 
computer, their reported level of computer skills was used. This
resulted in six perceived computer skill levels. The computer skill 
levels were: do not use the computer; complete beginner; novice— s t il I
much to learn; intermediate user— fairly knowledgeable; advanced 
user— very knowledgeable; and computer pro— extremely knowledgeable.
For the variable, hours of computer use, it was presumed that if 
respondents did not have a computer available for their use at their
office, they could not use an office computer. Their hours of computer 
use were coded as zero.
Hours of formal computer training was the third variable that was 
constructed. If extension agents indicated they had not participated in 
any formal computer training, their hours of formal computer training
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were equated to zero. The reported responses of those agents who had 
experienced formal computer training were used for all other agents.
Correlation coefficients for variables used in the regression 
analysis are presented in Table 2 k for informational purposes. The 
interpretation of the correlation coefficients is based on the set of 
descriptors by Hinkle, Wiersma and Jurs (1979): .00 to ,30--little if
any correlation; .30 to ,50--low correlation; .50 to .70— moderate 
correlation; .70 to .90— high correlation; and ,90 to 1.00— very high 
correlat ion.
The data show that one variable, computer skill level, had a 
coefficient depicted as a moderate correlation. One variable, hours of 
computer use per week had a coefficient described as low when correlated 
with computer anxiety independently. The other ten variables (education, 
years of service, age, sex, perceived typing skills, formal computer 
training, county/parish administrative support, area or district 
administrative support, state administrative support, and perceived 
mathematical ability), when considered alone, had little, if any 
correlation with computer anxiety (Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs, 1979).
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Table 2 A
Correlations Between COMPAS Scores and Variables Used in Regression 
Analys is (n “ A 56)
Strength of
Variables r correlations
Ed Lie a t ion -.097 Little, if any
Years of service .191 Little, if any
Age .135 Little, if any
Sex -.032 Little, if any
Perceived typing skills -. 2A6 Little, if any
Computer skill level -.556 Moderate
Hours of computer use per week A33 Low
Formal computer training -. 28A Little, if any
County/parieh administrative support 1A9 Little, if any
Area or district administrative support -.098 Little, if any
State administrative support -. 0A7 Little, if any
Perceived mathematical ability -.222 Little, if any
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Table 25 displays the results of the multiple regression analysis,
A variable was included in the model if it contributed one percent or 
more to the explained variance. Computer skill level was the best
predictor of computer anxiety. Considered alone, this variable explained 
31% of the variance in the overall COMPAS score. It was the variable 
that had the highest correlation coefficient (-.556) with computer
anxiety when considered independently of the other variables.
Three other variables explained an additional 6% of the variance in 
the COMPAS score. These variables were: perceived typing skills,
perceived mathematical ability, and hours of computer use per week. 
Agents with no computer skills or low levels of computer skills, agents 
who indicated they had poor typing skills, agents who perceived they had
low mathematical ability, and agents who did not use a computer or used
a computer fewer than four hours per week, were more likely to have
higher levels of computer anxiety.
Even though all 12 variables included in the stepwise multiple
regression analysis were chosen based on prior research or a
theoretical/conceptual framework, only four variables accounted for a 
significant proportion of the variance in this study. These variables 
and the variables not included in the stepwise regression model are 
shown in Table 25.
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Table 25
Multiple Regression Analysis of COMFAS Scores (n ■ 456)
Source of Variation SS MS F-ra t io
Prob. 
of F
Regression 176960 4 44240 66. 5 .0001
Residual 300450 451 666
Total 477410 455 44906






Computer skill level .309 .309 203.3 .0001
Perceived typing skills .02 2 .331 112.1 .0001
Perceived mathematica1 ability .020 .351 81.6 .0001
Hours of computer use per week .019 .370 66.4 .0001




Level of education -1.068 .2859
Years of employment with CES 1, 767 .0779
Age 0. 506 .6130
Sex -0.086 .9312
Formal computer training -0.654 . 5136
County/parish administrative support -1.270 .204 7
Area or district administrative support -0.770 .4419
State administrative support 0.551 . 5820
CHAPTER V
NUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary 
Purpose and Objectives
The purpose of this study was to measure computer anxiety of 
county/parish extension agents within the Southern Region of the United 
States Cooperative Extension System. The objectives were:
1. Determine the computer anxiety levels of extension agents as 
measured by Oetting's Computer Anxiety Scale (COMPAS).
2 . Describe extension agents concerning: (a) level of computer use 
and current computer skill levels; (b) availability and use of an office 
computer; (c) amount and type of formal computer training they have 
completed; and (d) perceptions of administrative support for computer 
u s e .
3. Determine the amount of variance in the extension agents1 
computer anxiety levels that could be explained by selected variables. 
The variables included in this analysis were: level of education, years 
of Extension employment, age, sex, perceived typing skills, computer 
skill level, houra of computer use per week, formal computer training, 
county/parish administrative support, area or district administrative 





The target population was the county/parish level agents in the 
Southern Region of the U.S. Cooperative Extension System. The accessible 
population consisted of county/parish extension agents from 11 states 
within the Southern Region: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia,
Louisiana, Mississippi, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and 
Virginia.
The instrument used was a two part questionnaire. Part I was the 
Computer Anxiety Scale (COMPAS) which Oetting (1983) developed to 
measure computer anxiety levels. Part II contained demographic and 
computer usage questions. Content validity of the instrument was 
evaluated by LSU Vocational Education faculty members, Extension and 
Vocational Education doctoral students and the graduate advisory
conmittee. The instrument was field tested with two agents, randomly 
selected, from each of the 13 Southern Region states.
Questionnaires were mailed to a systematic random sample of 544 
agents drawn from personnel lists secured from the Cooperative Extension 
Service Directors of the 11 accessible states within the Southern
Region. Of the 544 questionnaires mailed, 532 (97.81) were returned. Ten 
of the returned questionnaires were unusable. Therefore, 522 (96.01)
questionnaires were used in the study. The SPSS-X computer program was 
used for data analysis.
Descriptive statistics were calculated for data related to 
objectives 1 and 2. Correlation coefficients were calculated between 
computer anxiety and each independent variable and stepwise multiple
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regression was used at the .05 level to determine the variables which 
contributed to predicting the computer anxiety level of agents.
Find ings 
Overall Computer Anxiety Levels 
The COMPAS score for the sample was 110.86 (SD - 32.47). The
distribution of scores suggests that some of the Cooperative Extension 
Agents in the Southern Region of the U.S. may be experiencing some 
computer anxiety. The COMPAS manua1 shows "some mild anxiety" present in 
college students beginning at a score of 105 on the overall computer 
anxiety scale. Almost 55Z of the reporting agents indicated they are 
experiencing some computer anxiety ranging from "some mild anxiety 
present" to "very anxious," according to the categories depicted in the 
COMPAS manual (Oetting, 1983).
COMPAS Scores on Subscales 
Anxiety scores on three subscales showed that fewer than one-fourth 
of the reporting agents were experiencing anxiety with activities 
related to a hand calculator, trust of computers, and general attitude 
toward computers. Fewer than one-half of the respondents indicated they 
were anxious with data entry, word processing, and business operations 
related work. Over three-fourths (77.04Z) of the agents indicated they 
experienced anxiety with activities described in the computer science 
subscale section.
Computer UBe by Agents 
Over two-thirds of the agents responded that they use a computer. 
More than one-third of these agents think of themseIves as novices with 
much to learn about using a computer. No agents considered themselves as
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being very knowledgeable about computer usage. Almost 852 of the
respondents indicated they have a computer available for use at their 
office. Of these available computers, over one-third (35.682) are 
located in a central office. Only eight percent (37) of the 522
responding agents had a computer in their personal office.
Over 412 of the responding agents revealed they did not use an 
office computer even though they had access to one. Agents who had a 
computer in their personal office reported using it almost 6 1/2 hours 
weekly, whereas agents who did not have a computer in their personal 
office used it only about 1 3/4 hours each week. Agents who reported
sharing an office computer most often shared with one to four other 
persons, for 9 to 16 hours each week.
Two-thirds of the agents had completed some type of formal computer 
training. The most reported type of formal computer instruction was an 
in-Bervice training workshop. Ninety percent of the agents had
participated in this type of educational activity. Almost half of the
responding agents had completed more than eight clock hours of formal 
computer classes.
Agents perceived their administrators at the county/parish, area or 
district, and state levels to be supportive of computer use with state 
administrators being perceived as most supportive.
Regression Analysis 
Correlation coefficients were calculated between computer anxiety 
and the 12 independent variables. Moderate correlation (-.556) was found 
between computer anxiety and computer skill level. A low correlation 
(-.433) existed between computer anxiety and one variable, hours of
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computer use per week. Little, if any correlation was found between
computer anxiety and the other variables: level of education, years of
Extension employment, age, sex, perceived typing skills, formal computer 
training, county/parish administrative support, area or district
administrative support, state administrative support, and perceived
mathematical ability.
Multiple regression analysis was used to determine whether a
variable would be included in the computer anxiety stepwise regression
model. Computer skill level, perceived typing skills, perceived
mathematical ability, and hours of computer use per week combined to
explain 37X of the variance.
Conclusions and Recommendations




Extension agents are experiencing some overall computer anxiety as 
classified by Oetting ( 1983). This is documented by over half of the
agents having reported they were experiencing computer anxiety at the
levels described as "some mild anxiety present, anxious/tense, or very 
anxious" in the COMPAS manual (Oetting, 1983). It does not appear that 
extension agents are experiencing higher than normal overall computer 
anxiety levels. Their computer anxiety scores compared closely to the 
scores reported by Kotrlik and Smith (1988), Bellando and Winer (1985),
Worden (1984), and Oetting (1983).
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The proportion of agents experiencing some anxiety with the 
subscale related activities ranged from low to moderate for the hand 
calculator and business operations subscales, respectively. Up to 
one-fourth of the agents were experiencing some anxiety when engaged in 
operations involving trust of computers and general attitude about 
computers. Almost one-half of the responding extension agents denoted 
they felt some anxiety about tasks pertaining to data entry and word 
processing activities. This is supported by respondents indicating they 
experienced feelings ranging from some mild anxiety to being very 
anxious when involved with computers or thinking about computer 
associated projects. Most of the reporting agents are suffering from 
anxiety when working with computer science associated functions.
Recomnienda t ions
It is recommended that Extension administrators provide agents with 
more opportunities to get "hands-on” experience with computers. This 
exposure alone could help to lower agents' computer anxiety levels. 
Relief time should be made available for the purpose of learning to use 
computers which would also help to reduce anxiety levels of agents.
It would be advantageous to hire agents with computer expertise. Not 
only would personnel with computer experience have lower computer 
anxiety, but they could assist others who are having computer related 
problems. This may be insignificant in some settings, but since 
Extension is a "people" profession, assisting others is important. The 





Many agents consider themselves to be either complete beginners or 
novices. Most of the agents have at least one computer available at
their office complex. The most common location for office computers is
in a central office area. Some agents do not use a computer even though 
they have access to an office computer. Those agents who use the office
computer, use it only a few hours each wee k. Ag ents with a computer
located in their personal office use it more than the agents who do not 
have a computer in their personal office. Most office computers are used 
by other people in addition to the reporting agent. The number of hours 
per week varies considerably.
The conclusion about agents who do not use an accessible computer 
is supported by Baker (1985). Baker showed that some computer anxious 
people do not use a computer even when afforded an opportunity.
Training.
Many agents have completed some type of formal computer training. 
The most frequent type of formal computer instruction was in-service 
training workshop(s). However, the majority of agents have been afforded 
a minimal amount of formal computer training.
Administrative Support.
The majority of agents perceived they have county/parish, area or 




Extension administrators should provide additional formal training 
in Extension sponsored computer classes or afford agents opportunities 
to complete formal computer training through college courses. 
Administrators at all levels should devise incentives that would 
encourage agents to use computers. This could be in the form of 
recognition and salary increases. As the budget permits, funds for 
purchasing additional computer equipment and training could be used as 
an incentive. When more computers are acquired, they should be put in 
the agent's personal office since data from this study show higher usage 
if computers are located in the personal office.
Training.
Additional computer related assistance should be made available by 
state computer specialists. These state staff professionals should be 
provided to consult with local agents in computer sessions in the 
agents' office using the computer equipment with which the agents work 
daily .
Administrative Support.
Administrative support should be continued and strengthened. 
Efforts should be made to enhance the perception of administrative 
support among extension agents. Extension administrators should 
demonstrate their support of computer use by rewarding agents with 




Four variables: computer skill level, perceived typing skills,
perceived mathematical ability, and hours of computer use per week 
explained a substantial proportion of the variance in agents' overall 
COMPAS scores. This conclusion agrees with the research results of Jones 
and Wall (1987). Their study showed a significant relationship between 
computer anxiety and computer experience and/or exposure. The conclusion 
is also supported by the study of Newman and Clure (1982). They found 
that students who use a computer in school have less computer anxiety.
This conclusion is in general agreement with the findings in the 
study of Louisiana secondary vocational teachers (Kotrlik & Smith, 
1988). The variable, level of computer skills, contributed the largest 
percentage of explainable variance in the computer anxiety model in both 
studies. Only one other variable, perceived mathematical ability, 
contributed one percent or more to the explained variance in computer 
anxiety levels of both extension agents in this study and the vocational 
teachers in the Kotrlik and Smith (1988) study.
Perceived state administrative support did not explain a 
significant proportion of variance in the COMPAS score in this study. 
This conclusion differs from the conclusions of the Kotrlik and Smith 
(1988) study. The variable, principal's support of computer use, 
contributed one percent or more of the unique variance in the computer 
anxiety model in their study.
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Recommendations
Based on these conclusions, the researcher recommends that the four 
significant explanatory variables (computer skill level, perceived 
typing skills, perceived mathematical ability, and hours of computer use 
per week) be considered and incorporated, when possible, into the 
planning for agent training and in-service activities. This could be 
accomplished by grouping agents according to skill levels, mathematical 
ability and amount of computer use during computer learning activities. 
This action by itself holds the most realistic promise for reducing 
computer anxiety levels of Cooperative Extension System agents.
Further Study
Additional research should be conducted to identify other variables 
that relate or contribute to the computer anxiety levels of Cooperative 
Extension Service agents. Other variables that should be considered for 
study include: major program area of agent, population of county/parish
to which agent is assigned, Holland personality types, trait and state 
anxiety levels, computer anxiety measuring methods, administrative
responsibilities of agents, home computer ownership and use, and level 
of education. In addition, those variables that were not significant 
explanatory variables in this study should also be given additional 
cons ideration.
Similar studies should be conducted in the other three regions 
(North Central, Northeast and Western) of the Extension System or on a
national basis to determine whether similar anxiety levels exist in
other sections of the United States.
The regression model developed in this study may be a suitable
foundation on which to develop activities to alleviate computer 
anxiety; however, additional research is needed to further investigate 
computer anxiety. When other variables are identified, an improved 
understanding of computer anxiety will enable extension administrators 
and state specialists to provide additional remedies for computer 
anxiety.
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S T R O N G L Y  D I S A G R E E  1 2 3 A *> S T R O N G L Y  A G R E E
b. Ylhit a r e a  o r  district a d m i n i f i r t a c o r ( s )  s u p p o r t ( s )  t h o  u s e  of m m p u t H r s  
b y  p r o v i d i n g  a s s i s t a n c e  a n d / o r  i nce n t i v e s .
S T R O N G L Y  D I S A G R E E  1 2 3 A  b S T R O N G L Y  A G R E E
c .  Y o u r  s t a t e  adrni n 1 s t r a  t o  r ( s ) s u p p o r t ( k )  t h e  u s e  o f  c o m p u t e r s  hv 
p r o v i d i n g  a s s i s t a n c e  a n d / o r  i n c e n t i v e s .
S T R O N G L Y  D I S A G R E E  1 ? 3 U S S T R O N G L Y  A G R E E
12. H o w  d o  y o u  d e s c r i b e  y o u r  raatlirmat l e a l  a b i l i t y ?
POOH I 2 3 4 *> EXCELLENT
G O  T O  N E X T  P A G E >
THANKS FO B C O M PLETIN G  THIS FORM!!
R E T U R N  TO:
M y ra  N. Smith  
Agricultural  and Extens ion  Education  
144-B  Old F o re s t ry  Building  
Louis iana Sta te  U n iv e rs i ty  
Baton Rouge, LA 7 0 8 0 3 - 5 4 2 2
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Myra N. Smith 
Personal Conmumicat ion, March 20, 198?
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B a t o n  R o u j i e ,  I .A 7 U80 ( )
M a r c h  2 0 ,  I <78 7
I n  . i- . I . ’ ■11 t : c
K .) , k v M i ■ i ■ i r j i i I ' - ’ h a n . M . i I  L  I • ■ n  . 1 n ■, : i : 111 >■ , I n c .
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1 it. I • ■ - .i- i i i a j'i‘ i' s o n  a 1 c h e c k  i n  t h e  a m o u n t  o f  5 1 4  ■ 0 0  t o r  a  c o p y  o f  t h e
0 0  t t itif. 1 s C o m p u t e r  A r m i i ' t v  S e a l ” ( C( tMI’A S  1 anti t h e  s h i p p i n g  a n d  h a n d l i n g  c h a r g e s
( i n v o i c e  d a t e d  M a r c h  7 ,  1 0 8 7 ) .
T h e  7 s i g n e d  c o p i e s  o t  t h e  " L i m i t e d  L i c e n s e  t o  R e p r o d u c e  O f t t i n g ' s
C o m p u t e r  A n x i e t y  S t a l e ' *  a r e  a l s o  e n c l o s e d .  1 l o o k  f o r w a r d  t o  r e c e i v i n g  b y
t f t n t n i>ia l 1 oii i i i'pv w i t h v o n  r s i g n a t u r e .
Mv in 11 ̂  pi iilf'y.sor , I) i - J K o t r l i k ,  a n d  1 a r e  e x c i t e d  a h o u t  u s i n g  t h i s
1 n s t i u m ■1 [ i ( in r, v d i  ̂s r t u f  i t i n  * W e  t i n  h*iw»‘ s o m e  q u e s t i o n s  t o  w h i c h  w e  w o u l d  l i k e
y o n  t r»* ‘.piHihf :
1 * 1 hi* m i  [ ion of a " s m n l  1 c o m p u t  e r M s e e m s  to i m p l y  t h a t  t h e  o p e r a t o r
h a  s to h a v e  prcigr a nun ing c a p a b i l i t i e s .  S o m e  of t h e  s a m p l e  in m y  s t u d y  w i l l  not 
h a v e  t h i s  e x p e r t i s e .  W o u l d  it h e  p o s s i b l e  to m o d  i f y t h e  w o r d  i n g  to fit t h e
p e o p l e  we a t e  ■ u r v r  vi lip,1
?. T h e r e  a r e  a l e w  q u e s t  i o n s  t h a t  w e  f e e l  w o u l d  p o s s i b l y  n o t  be
a p p l  l i a b l e  to a p e r s o n  w h o  h a s  not h a d  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  of u s i n g  a c o m p u t e r ;  
h o  w e  v e r ,  w e  a i e w o n d e r i n g  if t h e r e  w o u l d  be a p r o b l  e m  w i t h  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  
i n s t r u m e n t  s h o u l d  t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  b e  a n s w e r e d  by a o m e  o n e  w h o  h a s  not u s e d  a 
c o m p u t  e i . T h e  q u e s t i o n s  w e  a r e  r e f e r e n c i n g  a r e  n u m b e r  s: 5, 6, 7, 10, 4 0 ,  4 2 ,
a n d  4 7 .
W o u l d  y o u  p l e a s e  r e s p o n d  to t h e s e  t w o  q u e s t i o n s  at y o u r  e a r l i e s t
c o n v e n i e n c e ?  1 H a n k  y o u  f o r  y o u r  c o o p e r  at i o n  a n d  a s s i s t a n c e  in t h i s  r e s e a r c h
e f f o r t  ,
S i nc e r e 1 v ,
M y r a  N. Stni th 
P h -D , C a n d  i d a t  e
c c  ; Dr  - I n e  K n t  i  1 i k
1  i  r .  n  t -  i i ■. , . i .  ■ I , ' . . . ' . . . .  O - j t d m  ^  i f  1 • . ,  1 i . . , j ' 1  i r j t u  u n i f r i l  *  V  C x m . . . .  | . ? a t   1  V j f c J  r f
I  i»i’ "  ■< . I j -• f i ............ • / j.'... i;.1. 'n / tffw h flr 't ir
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R o c k y  M o u n t a i n
B e h a v i o r a l  S c i e i a c e l r i s t i t u t e , ' !  n c .  
- * % : ' V  ^ - ' * 4no B O X  1 0 B 6  * F O R T  C O L L I N S ,  C O L O R A D O  8 0 5 2 2  ' $  * *
Mjrch j O,
Myra N , Smith
£473 Scarlett Drive
Baton Rouge, I.A 7 08 00
Dear Ms. Sir.ith:
I am glad that you are planning to use the CO M F A 5 . 1 do
not, however, recommend changing the items. First, if you 
change items, you cannot be sure that the new scale has the 
reliability and validity associated with the old one.
The second reason is more cogent. Anxiety is the 
emoticnal/cognitive response to a situation. In this case, 
the perceived situation is interacting with a 
computer--whether or not you have had that particular 
experience. In fact, not having the experience increases the 
chance of anxiety. On the other hand, a person with high 
self-confidence and general math ability might have little 
anxiety even if they have never done t h i s .
So the fact that people may not have done it is not 
important in taking the test. It may increase their anxiety 
if they have not had the experience, but that is part of 








P u l h  t  d v t d r d s  M B A
Director*
Fred Beauvais Ph D 
Charles W  Ph [>
J o h n  E H m k M i  fMt  H
C  O e a n  M<Her  E d  H  
W*$lon H f’fiC)





LIMITED 1,1 CENSE TO REPRODUCE 
OETTING'S COMPUTER ANXIETY SCALE
Oetting's Computer Anxiety Scale (COMPAS) may be reproduced for 
use until December 31, 19S7 by Myra H. Smith for research purposes
only. Any reproduction after that date will be in violation of this 
limited license and the copyright. Copies of the COMPAS to be used 
after the above date must be purchased from Rocky Mountain Behavioral 
Science Institute, Inc., P. O. Box 10 60, Ft. Collins, Colorado 80522.
This limited license is not valid unless it has been signed by 
both Dr. Oetting and the licensee and a copy of the license has been 
sent to Rocky Mountain Behavioral Science Institute, inc. prior to 
making any copies of the COMPAS.
In exchange for permission to copy the COMMAS during the period ol 
the limited license, the licensee agrees to provide Dr. Oetting with 
copies of all technical reports (published or unpublished), articles 
submitted foi publication, masters theses, or doctoral dissertation 
which may include discussion of or results from research using the 
C O M P A S .
The license allows entering of the COMPAS, its scoring keys, 
and/or the profile sheet into a computer system, if it is to be used 
for research purposes. The licensee agrees to provide Dr. Oetting with 
a disk or tape of the program with any documentation needed to run the 
program. (The program will not be disseminated without specific 
permission of its author. The disk or tape will be used only by R M B S I , 
Inc. for research purposes or will be kept as part of the permanent 
file.) The author of such a program agrees to negotiate an agreement 
with Dr. Oetting and RMBSI before continuing use of any such program 
after the expiration date of this limited license.
The licensee assumes all responsibility for his or her use of the 
COMPAS, certifies that the COMPAS will be properly utilized for the 
best interests of the persons who take the instrument, and that all 
research done will meet the criteria for participation of human 
subjects in research as specified by the American Psychological 
Associat i o n .
"I S /)___________ ______________________ Approved by:
Signature of Licensee '  ̂’
Myra N. Smith
Print Name and Title of Licensee President, RMBSI, I ryt
8473 Scarlet Drive
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L o u i s i a n a  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y  AM' A^RK L ITYMI AVUMLHAMiAL ( ' >L 1 * ( .1
B A T O N  ROUGF - L O U IS IA N A  ■ 7UKin s j j1.'
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C H  i. (. I . Y
Ex t t 'n s  i t in  A go n (
cl-'ic cl's.;
c I '  S c
C ! 7 )C , cl ' 7 c C f ' h C  
Ilea r c !■' I C :
Ihe m i c r o c o m p u t e r  is fast b e e n  mi rip, .1 b.i‘ :< ( mil t>! L e n s  i o n  a g e n t s .  E v e n
t h o u g h  t h e  n u m b e r  of c o m p u t e r s  c o n t i n u e s  t o  ino t e a s e  at a r a p i d  r a t e ,  e v i d e n c e  
e x i s t s  t h a t  the c o m p u t e r s  i n  p l a c e  a r e  n o t  b r i n g  u s e d  e f f e c t i v e l y .  It a l s o  
a p p e a r s  t h a t  a g e n t s  m a y  h e  u n e a s y  a b o u t  l e a r n i n g  to u s e  t h e  c o m p u t e t .
In o r d e r  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  p r o b l e m s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  i n t e g r a t i n g  c o m p u t e r s  
i n t o  l o c a l  E x t e n s i o n  p r o g r a m s ,  w e  a r e  c o n d u c t i n g  a s t u d y  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  
c o m p u t e r  a n x i e t y  l e v e l s  of E x t e n s i o n  ng'nits i n  t h e  S o u t h e r n  r e g i o n  o f  t h e  
C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e .  T h e  r e s u l t s  w i l l  h e  u s e f u l  in p l a n n i n g  
e d u c a t i o n a l  i n t e r v e n t i o n s  f o r  E x t e n s i o n  a g e n t s .
Y o u  h a v e  b e e n  s e l e c t e d  a s  o n e  a g e n t  in a s m a l l  s a m p l e  f r o m  o v e r  4 , 0 0 0  
a g e n t s .  W e  a r e  a s k i n g  y o u  t o  c o m p l e t e  a n d  r e t u r n  t h e  e n c l o s e d  q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  
C K 9 c  h a s  g i v e n  u s  p e r m i s s i o n  to c o n t a c t  y o u .
Y o u r  r e s p o n s e s  w i l l  b e  g r o u p e d  w i t h  o t h e r s .  Y o u  w i l 1 n o t  b e  n a m e d  i n  t h e  
f i n a l  r e p o r t  or in a n y  p r e s e n t a t i o n  of t h e  r e s u l t s .  A f t e r  t h e  d a t a  h a s  b e e n  
c o l l e c t e d ,  t h e  l i s t  of a g e n t s '  n a m e s  a n d  t h e  c o d e  n u m b e r s  w i l l  b e  d e s t r o y e d .
W e  w o u l d  a p p r e c i a t e  it if y o u  w o u l d  c o m p l e t e  a n d  r e t u r n  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  
in t h e  e n c l o s e d  e n v e l o p e  a s  s o o n  a s  p o s s i b l e ,  b u t  n o  l a t e r  t h a n  S e p t e m b e r  7 8,
1 9 8  7. T h a n k  y o u  for y o u r  c o o p e r a t i o n ,  a s s i s t a n t e  a n d  i n t e r e s t .
S i in e re 1 V ,
M y  r a N . S m  i t h 
P r o  ]e<- 1 hi r o c  to r 
Agr irul m i  ;d a n d  
E x t e n s i o n  Edut at ion
E n c 1 o s u r e  s
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l i u h c i i , . .  I I  ' m    i n . .  f  , 1 r*i 1 1 ■ ’  '
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Project Director (Proj. # EXED91) 
Agricultural & Extension Education 
144-B Old Forestry Bldg., LSU 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803-5422




Dear AF1A, September 25, 1987
On Sept. 18, sent you a letter requesting your assistance in a 
study of ccrputer anxiety of extension agents in the Southern 
Region of the CES. The results will be helpful in planning 
educational interventions for extension agents.
If you have already carpieted and returned the questionnaire, 
n e w s ! ! ! If you haven't, won't you take a few minutes today to 
ocrplete and return the questionnaire. Your responses will be kept 
completely confidential.
Your assistance with this project is appreciated!
Myra N. Smith, Project Director
APPENDIX G
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On September 18, I mailed a letter to you regarding a computer anxiety 
study being conducted in the Southern Region of the Cooperative Extension 
Service. This study will determine the level of computer anxiety being 
experienced by agents so that appropriate educational interventions can be 
planned. As of today, I have not received your completed questionnaire.
As one of a select group of Extension agents, your response is vital in 
order for use to obtain an accurate picture of the computer anxiety levels 
being experienced by you and your co-workers. 'F9* has given me permission to 
contact you.
If you have completed and returned the questionnaire I mailed to you on 
September 18, THANKS! !! If you have not, won't you please take a few minutes 
today to ocmplete and return the attached questionnaire in the envelope 
provided. The information you provide will be kept confidential.
I would appreciate it if you would return the questionnaire by Friday, 
October 16. Ycur cooperation and assistance is appreciated. Again, THANKS!!!
Sincerely,










Mvid N . Smi r h
P r o j e c t  D i r e c t o r  ( P r o j  . # E X E D  9 / N u m b e r / )  
A g r i c u l t u r a l  A E x t e n s i o n  E d u c a t i o n  
1 4 4 - B O l d  F o r e s t r y  B 1 d g . , L S D  






Dear /First Name/, October 9, 1987
Since September 18, we've written you 3 times asking you to 
respond to a study of computer anxiety of Southern Region CES 
agents. Director /Administrator/ supports this study. As of today, 
we have not received your response.
If you returned the questionnaire we mailed to you last week, 
THANKS!!! If you didn't, please locate, complete and return it 
today (it is canary yellow). Should you not wish to complete the 
questionnaire, send a note to the return address on this post 
card. If /Name/ isn't employed in this office, please have /First 
Name/'s replacement to complete and return the questionnaire, four 
immediate attention will be appreciated!






Major Program Areas of Respondents (N “ 522)
Program Area f %
Agriculture/Natural resources 194 37.24
Home econoraica/Family living 168 32.25
4-H/Youth 80 15.35
dAd ministration 14 2.69
Rural/Commun i ty development 1 0.19
Multiple assignment'5 59 11.32
Other 5 0.96
Mi ss ing da ta 1 _
Total 522 100.00




Highest Academic Degree Earned by Respondents (N * 522)
Degree X
Bachelors 196 37.55
Masters 312 59. 77
Education specialist 5 0.96
Doc tora te 8 1.53




Respondents' Years of Experience with CES (N * 522)
aYears f X
0 - 5 124 24.60
6 - 1 0 120 23.81
11 - 15 91 18.05
16 - 20 78 15.48
21 - 25 45 8,93
26 - 30 32 6.35
31 - 35 14 2.78
Missing data 18
Total 522 100.00
Note. M * 12.61, SD - 8.26.
dRespondents reported their actual years of service with CES. Ranges 
were established for use in table presentation.
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Table 1-4
Age of Respondents (N “ 522)
Age3 f I
23 - 25 14 2.71
26 - 30 96 18.57
31 - 35 101 19. 54
36 - 40 108 20.89
41 - 45 70 13.54
46 - 50 44 8.51
51 - 55 47 9.09
56 - 60 25 4.83
61 - 65 12 2.32
Missing data 5
Total 522 100.00
Note. M * 39.29, SD - 9.69.
£
Respondents gave their actual age. Ranges of actual minimum to maximum 
were established for use in table presentation.
110
Table 1-5







Perceived Typing Skills of Respondents (N - 522)
Skill level f Z
Hunt and pack 114 21.84
S 1 ow 184 35. 25
Moderflte 187 35.82




Perceived Mathematical Ability of Respondents (N “ 522) 
Perceived math level f
Level 5 (Excellent) 104 19.92
Level 4 (Very good) 212 40.61
Level 3 (Good) 162 31.04
Level 2 (Fair) 37 7.09
Level 1 (Poor) ___7 1.34
Total 522 100.00
APPENDIX J 




Intercorrelations of COMPAS Subscales
Subscale HC T GA DE WP BO CS
Hand calculator — .19 . 27 .37 .32 .34 . 24
Trus t .19 — .42 .35 .31 . 24 . 18
General attitude .27 .42 -- .60 .62 .57 .51
Data entry .37 .35 .60 — .73 .76 .67
Word processing .32 .31 .62 .73 — .70 .57
Business operations . 34 .24 .57 .76 . 70 — . 71
Computer science . 24 .18 .51 .67 .57 .71 —
VITA
Myra Lynn Nettles Smith is a native Mississi ppian. She was 
Valdictorian of her high school class. Her B.S. and M.S. degrees in Home 
Economics Education are from the University of Southern Mississippi 
(USM). At USM she was named to Who's Who Among Students in American 
Universities and Colleges. Other honors included: graduate fellowship;
Kappa Omicron Phi and Kappa Delta Pi, home economics and education
societies, respectively; and an honor graduate.
Her professional career has been varied. She has been employed by 
the Mississippi and Louisiana Cooperative Extension Services with 4-H 
and homemaker programs; worked as a decorator; taught adult education
classes for a national retail store and Orleans Parish Public Schools;
and used her knowledge as a free lance home economist. Over a period of 
15 years she taught in the Home Economics Department at St. Mary's 
Dominican College, New Orleans. She served as Department Chairwoman, 
Coordinator of the Marketing and Merchandising program, and earned the 
rank of a tenured Associate Professor.
She was granted a doctoral research assistantship in the
Cooperative Extension Service at Louisiana State University. The Phi 
Lambda Pi scholarship was awarded to her. This scholarship is presented 
to a married, female, advanced degree candidate. As an active member, 
she has served in national, state, and local offices and committee 
chairwoman and member of the American and Louisiana Home Economics 
Associations and The Fashion Croup. She is a Certified Home Economist.
Her husband is Benjamin J. (Ben) Smith. They live in New Orleans.
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